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ment, will leave the work at the end of the session, and most will not return. This is a simple fact, and very important: panelists who are themselves artists never forget that the artist has been alone with the work for days, perhaps for months, all that time preparing the work to be seen. The classical metaphor for this is childbirth, since the work is like an offspring; but in this context, I would suggest that the solitary time spent creating can also be seen as time spent in front of a mirror, "fixing" or primping an ideal image, and it is that image that is displayed for the panelists. Given the importance of this time spent in preparation-however it is to be imagined-it follows that the brevity of the critique and the inevitable dispersion of the critique panel correspond to a lover's rejection. Often enough the teachers will continue to discuss the work, and it will remain in their minds for some time, but eventually will come the moment when each panelist will be unfaithful to the student's work. And this is a principal source of emotional difficulty, both for students and for teachers. To the degree that showing work is like an invitation, there is a potential for hurt. And it is made even more virulent by the fact that everyone involved knows that spurning and unfaithfulness are inevitable consequences of showing work.
I am not implying we need to imagine each critique as a bedroom scene. Seduction is a model, a way of understanding the curious emotional charge that often accumulates and discharges during critiques. In this sense critiques are veiled or allegorical psychodramas, and they necessarily involve the entire spectrum of "unnatural" as well as natural responses to seduction, including voyeurism, display, lechery, perversion, and bad faith. In ordinary critiques, the fundamental structure of display, appreciation, and "unfaithfulness" runs like a conventional narrative in a novel and so is not obtrusive. The student and the teachers can learn about the specifics of the work without raising issues of decorum. Typically there is a fair amount of praise in critiques, and if one listens carefully, it is apparent that the praise is sometimes inserted into places in the dialogue where it does not logically belong. In such cases its function is to reassure. An incongruous, sudden, or irrelevant statement of praise says, in effect, that the conversation is going well and there is no cause for alarm.
Sometimes it can be useful actually to talk like this and to say, for example, that a certain work "seduces" or appears "friendly." But it is rarely useful to mention that a student is behaving as if he or she wanted indirectly to seduce the panel. Doing that would only impede the real seduction that is going on between the work and the panelists. In an emotional critique, I would suggest, this is exactly what goes wrong. The seduction is not succeeding, and both parties know it; discomfort and suspicion build on both sides, until they find expression in remarks that are loaded with emotional freight. Ultimately those pretenses are cast aside, and openly rude remarks can provoke a breakdown of the dialogue.
Some Conclusions
I have suggested a sexual metaphor in order to help explain the violence that sometimes accompanies critiques. Thinking of panelists and students as jilted lovers can sometimes explain highly emotional, provocative responses, but it is not necessary when the critique is running smoothly (at a lower "emotional level"). It would take a book-or better, a novel-to rehearse all the emotions that can take place during critiques. This brief commentary alone contains betrayal, coyness, insinuation, and slander-all elements of the classical repertoire of love.2 And I would also comment that there is nothing demeaning or irrelevant about seduction as a model for critiques: after all, sexuality is a central fact of life, and it is always possible that critiques may be at their best, or purest, when they are most like successful seductions. This essay is abstracted from the author's On Teaching Art, a work in progress on the theory of art schools.
James Elkins

Experimental Aesthetics: Implications for the Aesthetic Education of Nonartists
Research in experimental aesthetics has been a source of debate in the arts and in psychology for decades. It has been argued that experimental aesthetics can never hope to address crucial questions about aesthetic experience, because it lacks the wherewithal to get at real aesthetics. It has been claimed that experimental aesthetics asks artificial questions about artificial experiences. Current approaches to experimental aesthetics attempt to ask real questions about real aesthetic experiences. Research in experimental aesthetics has utilized many different techniques to acquire information about how people make aesthetic judgments. In visual aesthetics, those methods have included sorting tasks in which subjects are presented with various designs they are asked to sort.' After sorting, subjects are then asked to explain the techniques they used to arrange the cards into stacks. Presumably, the manner of sorting reflects the subject's opinions with regard to important features of visual design that differentiate or assimilate patterns. Studies of this type have demonstrated that many of the Gestalt principles2 play roles in subjects' judgments.3
As time passed, though, the sorting method and other procedures that approached aesthetic experience from the atomistic aspect of perception
